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MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING - MAY 9, 1990 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Gunther J. Holst 
at 3:42 p.m. 
I. Correction and Approval of Minutes 
Secretary Silvernail corrected the fifth paragraph 
from: "A motion to sustain the chair was heard." To: 
to appeal a ruling of the chair was heard." 
o:h p. M-8 
"A motion 
Professor Howard-Hill (ENGL) asked that the minutes, on p. 
M-8, reflect who made the quorum call. 
Professor Carlsson (BADM) said he had made the quorum call 
and that he was a senator. 
The minutes were approved as corrected. 
II. Reports of Officers 
Provost Smith said he had made his report at the General 
Faculty meeting, but would answer questions. 
Professor Weasmer (GINT) said the Provost had been quoted in 
the Charleston newspaper as saying "If the University could add 
50 more professors and distribute them in the right places, we 
could move the University a quantum leap forward in the quality 
of its undergraduate, doctoral and research programs." He then 
asked if the Provost would care to comment? 
Smith said he would be willing to hear Professor Weasmer's 
embellishment before he responded. 
Weasmer said this sounded like a "star dust" theory of 
faculty recruitment. If we had a few stars, then the dust will 
literally rub off on the rest of the faculty and the student 
body. He said he did not believe you develop a faculty by having 
a few of those professors. He thought faculty development was 
the development of the entire faculty. 
Smith said he would not quarrel with Weasmer's fundamental 
point. On the other hand, he would not take the position that 
the so-called "star dust" theory is totally without foundation. 
He thought that we all know that when we recruit an extremely 
able graduate student and have that student in graduate seminars 
we raise the quality of learning, not necessarily teaching, that 
takes place in that seminar. As we go out to hire new faculty, 
we do our best to hire the very best person available. He 
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thought this had a beneficial effect on scholarly discourse in 
the departments. 
"I think with the addition of 50 or so, if the right people 
are recruited and, if the right programs are expanded, that we 
could significantly enhance the quality of our graduate programs. 
Not only of the graduate programs but also of our graduate 
research programs as well." 
III. Reports of Committees 
A. Faculty Senate Steering Committee, Professor Silvernail, 
Secretary: 
Silvernail reported that Professor Fryer (BADM) had been 
elected to the Faculty Athletic Advisory Committee. 
He noted that the committee was placing the name of 
Professor Day (LAWS) in nomination for a forthcoming one year 
vacancy on the Patent and Copyright Committee. 
He announced the summer meeting of Faculty Senate would be 
held 5 July, 1990 at 3:30 p.m. in Room 153 - Gambrell Hall. 
Holst said nominations would remain open to the end of this 
meeting. 
B. Grade Change Committee, Professor Caldwell, for the 
committee: 
Caldwell moved the committee report. The report was 
accepted. 
c. Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor L. Brown, 
Chair: 
L. Brown corrected the numbering on p. A-7, then moved the 
entire agenda report. This section was accepted. He then 
referred to the handout (see Attachment 1) from the committee and 
corrected on p. 4 in ARMY 301 the prereq. to ARMY 202. He then 
moved the handout. 
Professor Montgomery (ENGL) noted that on p. 3 that 
Comparative Literature should be a program, not a department. 
L. Brown corrected -this to read: Program in Comparative 
Literature. 
Weasmer asked how the new CLIT 415 differed from the course 
currently in the Bulletin? 
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L. Brown asked if there was a program representative at the 
meeting to clarify the situation? No one responded and Brown 
withdrew CLIT 415 from consideration. The amended and corrected 
handout was accepted. 
L. Brown then asked for a correction to a past Faculty 
Senate action. (See Attachment 2). He noted both the NURS 424 -
three hours credit and the PSYC 227 prereq. were approved by the 
committee but appeared incorrectly in the agenda recommendation 
by committee. The body approved the corrections. 
L. Brown announced Professor Berman (PRSC) would be the new 
committee chair. 
D. Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee, Professor 
0. Brown, Chair: 
o. Brown presented the College of Nursing (agenda) and the 
College of Journalism and Mass Communications (handout Attachment 
3) changes in standards for the Faculty Senate's information. 
Professor Mercer (CHEM) asked for time to read the handout. 
Howard-Hill asked if there was not a university attendance 
policy which allows the instructor to impose any penalty 
whatsoever and was not the college obliged to follow the 
university policy? 
o. Brown said the university policy says an instructor may 
exact a penalty for more than 10 percent absences. 
Howard-Hill asked if the change in the standards (Nursing) 
did not restrict the university policy. 
o. Brown said the change means the instructor may exact any 
penalty but does not have to assign a grade of F. This, in fact, 
brings the standard into compliance with the university policy. 
Professor Tucker (SOCY) said it was his understanding an 
instructor could deviate from the university policy but it must 
be announced in class. 
Professor Compton (HUSS) said the way the regulation is 
written the instructor may not impose a penalty more restrictive 
than the university policy. 
Mercer (after finishing reading the report) noted that the 
so-called sentences, on- p. A-19, were really phrases. 
o. Brown said she would accept that change. She then 
presented the standards revisions for the Department of 
Psychology (handout - see Attachment 4). 
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Mercer asked if the upper division requirement meant that 
psychology majors would have to have a GPA of 2.25 to graduate? 
Professor Lefton (PSYC) said that was correct. 
o. Brown presented the handout (see Attachment 5) on 
remedial course credit, to be inserted on p. 19 u of the Bulletin 
and the revision of the course numbering statement on p. 17 U. 
Professor Safko (PHYS) asked for a clarification of the 500 
level courses as a part of the regular undergraduate curriculum. 
Could that sentence be deleted without problem to Pharmacy. 
Professor Berger (PHAR) said she would rather not commit to 
that. 
Mercer thought the intent was the 500 level courses could 
not be applied toward a graduate pharmacy degree. As the 
statement is already in the Bulletin, he did not think it should 
be changed without an official spokesperson present. 
Professor Felix (LAWS) suggested adding the word "only" at 
the end of the sentence. 
Holst said that would be suggested to the College of 
Pharmacy. 
o. Brown said that there are three courses currently 
considered remedial - MATH 100, ENGL 100, and EDRD 100. Three 
other courses currently number 100, not remedial, will or have 
been renumbered. 
The committee recommendations were accepted. 
L. Brown then presented the committee recommendations on the 
degree requirement policy found in the agenda on pp. A 14-16, she 
reviewed the background and noted she would discuss the proposed 
changes individually but would move the changes as a whole. She 
also said she would share how the Systems Academic Policy 
Coordinating Committee (SAPCC) felt about the recommendations. 
It was noted that the SAPCC position is often quite different 
from that of the SS&PC. 
Recommendation #1 - retroactive application - follows the 
original passed action: SAPCC and SS&PC are in agreement here. 
Recommendation #2 - "matriculated status" - to be changed to 
"baccalaureate degree-seeking student". The definition of 
baccalaureate degree was·based on admissions and basis codes. 
The SAPCC and SS&PC agreed on all categories except that of "non-
liberal arts associate degree" was not acceptable to the SAPCC as 
a non-baccalaureate degree seeking student designator. The SAPCC 
noted that some of these students are advised to take courses 
that might lead to a baccalaureate degree on another campus. 
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They are advised on the basis of programs then in existence. 
Some of the programs in this designator are commercial science, 
secretarial science, secretarial technology, associate and 
technical nursing, and associate in science and criminal justice. 
Recommendation #3 - reduce time a particular bulletin can be 
claimed from eight to six years. The SAPCC did not support this 
recommendation as they believe many students are taking longer 
than eight years to move through the program. The SS&PC reviewed 
data from a 3-4 year period and did not find this to be the case 
of the Columbia campus nor did they find any trend in this 
direction on the system campuses. As a second part of this 
recommendation, implementation would be the Fall 1990. 
Recommendation #4 - reduce the time a person can be absent 
and still claim a particular bulletin from five to two years. 
The SS&PC felt this action would be in line with Recommendation 
#3. Members from the Columbia campus felt that many programs 
have a rapid "turnover" in knowledge and curriculum need to be 
reviewed and perhaps revised fairly often. The SAPCC was not in 
agreement with this recommendation. 
Provost Smith said he would have to speak to the issue from 
two perspectives - one, as chief academic officer of the Columbia 
campus and two, as the chief academic officer of the system as a 
whole. He noted the system is attempting to facilitate the 
movement of students campus to campus. We do not have a great 
deal of academic policy that is common across the system. We do 
have a common grading policy. We also currently have a common 
policy on the length of time an undergraduate may claim the right 
of the catalog under which the student first matriculated - eight 
years, and also the length of time a student may step out in that 
eight years - a five year period. The differences between the 
SAPCC and SS&PC really spring from the differences in admission 
criteria and the kinds of students that different campuses serve. 
Basically the Columbia campus serves what are known as 
traditional student admissions and the systems campi the non-
traditional admissions. He went on to explain the differences. 
He pointed out the preservation of the systems academic 
policy could be accomplished with three changes in the SS&PC 
recommendations. One, eliminate the reference to non-liberal arts 
associate degrees in Recommendation #2, retain the eight year 
limit (Recommendation #3), and change the two year limit 
(Recommendation #4) to three years. Adoption of the SS&PC 
recommendations would be tailoring the policy to the Columbia 
campus but would adversely affect the other campi. 
Safko said that he · felt most of the courses taken on the 
system campuses would be those taken that would be applicable to 
the first two years on this campus. These would be useful and 
probably count as electives even if a change were made in the 
curriculum. 
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Smith responded that it was not the lower division courses 
that were a problem. The problem would probably come when 
changes are made in a professional school's curricula. 
Professor Compton (HUSS) said we have another group of 
campuses that are asking for the same kind of treatment and that 
is the tech schools. They are asking that we arrange things so 
that students who enter a tech school one year be allowed to fall 
under the requirements in force at the university that same year. 
Is there any discussion about the applicability of using this as 
a precedent for these schools? 
Smith said there had been a brief discussion but his, and 
the SAPCC, position is that "tech" students are transfer 
students. There is no intention to apply this to transfer 
students. 
Compton said newspaper stories indicate that movement in the 
tech system and the university has been discussed. This set a 
precedent for those relations. 
Smith responded he did not believe it sets a precedent of 
any kind. Earlier discussions had paved the way for those tech 
schools with college parallel programs to have certain general 
education courses, which met requirements, be transferred for 
credit toward our degree. Currently, we are discussing if the 
nine tech schools, as of this fall, who will gain the authority 
to offer college parallel courses will be grandfathered. There 
is no discussion about treating them in the way we treat our own 
system campuses. We are being encouraged to develop articulation 
agreements with the tech campuses. The College of Engineering 
negotiated such an agreement with Trident Tech where their 
students can take certain courses there, and under stated 
requirements, will receive full credit toward a baccalaureate 
degree in engineering at USC-Columbia. 
Mercer felt the pressure, as in previous discussions, to go 
with a catalog under which the student enters the associate 
degree program in the tech school still exists. 
Howard-Hill (ENGL) supported the SS&PC recommendations. He 
noted the Provost had pointed out different student bodies and 
did not see why a blanket policy was necessary that would oblige 
us to adopt the lowest common denominator proposals. He did not 
see why the individual campuses can not have their own 
requirements. 
Smith briefly outlined the evolution of the nine regional 
campuses system to the point where we now have three of these 
campuses and the one at Columbia who have been granted academic 
autonomy by the Board of Trustees. However, we still have five 
campuses that are really regional campuses of USC-Columbia. At 
this time they have separate accreditation - Level I, associate 
degree granting institutions under the Southern Association of 
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Colleges and Schools (SACS). Next year they will be apart of 
USC-Columbia's overall accreditation by SACS. 
A significant amount of third year instruction takes place 
on those campuses with the approval of the appropriate Columbia 
campus dean. These courses are, in effect, Columbia campus 
courses when they are offered. In addition, through the Graduate 
Regional Studies (GRS) program, a great deal of graduate 
instruction takes place on these campuses. Thus, SACS will 
consider them as Level II institutions. Many of those students 
are planning to continue their education at a four year 
institution, such as USC-Columbia, and their undergraduate 
programs are carbon copies of Columbia. If the three-four year 
campuses stay at eight years while we go to six that is not a 
problem. It would be to the other five campuses. 
Professor Tucker (SOCY) said if they were knitted to our 
campus, why couldn't they follow the requirements of our campus? 
Smith replied it was not the five university campuses that 
are proposing the change but rather the SS&PC. 
Professor Curry (MUSC) moved to amend by deleting "non-
1 iberal arts associate degree" in Recommendation #2, delete 
Recommendation #3, and change "two" to three or Recommendation 
#4. 
Weasmer spoke against the amendment. He felt the systems 
campuses were different and thus different criteria are 
appropriate. What we are asking is for criteria appropriate to 
us. 
A hand vote was taken and the amendment passed 40 (some say 
39) to 20 votes. The amended motion then was passed. 
Mercer noted the Bulletin insert on p. A-16 was not in line 
with the amendments. 
Holst said it would be adapted. 
Weasmer said it was understood that none of this alters the 
present policy whereby students must meet college admission 
requirements. A student admitted at one of the other campuses 
does not automatically become admitted to a college on this 
campus. 
Smith responded that was correct. 
Howard-Hill asked if we were also agreed that students will 
not come under this for another eight years? 
Mercer felt we had passed the implementation in 1989, 
retroactive. 
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Smith said he felt the policy passed last year is applied 
retroactively but that further changes that might be approved to 
this policy today would not be applied retroactively. Those 
changes would apply only to students entering baccalureate 
programs in the fall of 1990 or after. Correct? 
O. Brown replied she felt the policy is applied 
retroactively, beginning in 1990, based on the action taken 
today. 
Howard-Hill asked the Provost to explain "how you can apply 
a policy that students may claim the protection under a catalog 
which they entered eight years ago retrospectively, to say that 
they can't claim the protection of that catalog?" 
Smith said that the discussion last year brought out that 
the Faculty Senate-Columbia had never approved of the change in 
the USC-Columbia catalog which said students would be held to the 
requirement of the degree program from which they will graduate 
at the time they entered that program. That was an 
"administrative editorial" change, not passed by Senate. The 
basic action taken a year ago was to reaffirm the original, 
unchanged policy - that is before the editorial change. What has 
been done today is to make the change more stringent and in his 
belief the change cannot be applied retrospectively. 
E. Faculty Budget Committee, Professor Carlsson, Chair: 
Carlsson reported on the committee report on pp. A 11-13. 
He corrected on p. A-12 the listing of the committee: Professor 
Becker's name should be deleted and Professor Strobel's name 
should be added. The report is for the information of the 
Faculty Senate. Professor Strobel will be the new Chair of the 
Faculty Budget Committee in the fall. 
He then introduced a joint committee report with Faculty 
Welfare Committee on salary inequities. This was received as a 
handout (see Attachment 6). 
Mack asked if Faculty Welfare Committee would report on 
merit pay as it was on the April agenda? 
Holst said Professor Strobel will have the floor shortly. 
F. Faculty Welfare Committee, Professor Strobel, Chair: 
Strobel announced the committee had a task force working on 
parental leave. The task force is obtaining information and will 
report in about a year to the committee. If anyone wishes input, 
they should contact the committee or Ms. Arlene Anders, chair of 
the task force. 
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The committee continues to work with the Provost on the 
merit pay recommendation. This will be brought forward in the 
fall for discussion and action. 
Mack 
was to be 
meeting. 
until the 
understood at the April meeting the report on merit pay 
presented to Faculty Senate and then discussed at this 
He wanted to know if the discussion will be postponed 
fall? 
Holst said that was correct and if anyone had questions on 
the report (4 April, 1990), they should contact Professor 
Strobel. 
Strobel said she would be happy to receive input and the 
report will be reissued in the fall and then debated. 
Mack asked "not issued as a fait accompli?" 
Strobel said "no". It would be reissued and then discussed. 
G. Other Committees 
Professor Felix reminded the Faculty Senate that Faculty 
Advisory Committee was considering changes to the Faculty Manual 
and input from the faculty was requested. The Chair of Faculty 
Senate has requested consideration of the descriptions of 
committees. 
IV. Report of Secretary 
None. 
v. Unfinished Business 
None. 
VI. New Business 
None. 
VII. Good of the Order 
Howard-Hill expressed his appreciation to the President for 
taking up the issue of child care by having the Provost establish 
a task force to work on the situation. There are many 
constituencies within the university who could benefit from any 
initiative within the administration, with the collaboration of 
'._/ all our constituencies, to bring this about. Again he said, "We 
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can be very proud and thankful for the president for getting to 
this business." 
VIII. Announcements 
Professor Terracio (MEDC) pointed out that we did not have a 
quorum and even though he had threatened to make a quorum call, 
he felt "that would be counterproductive for the good of the 
Senate". He appreciated the Chair's memo concerning the quorum 
but noted a vote of 40-20 plus counters was not a quorum. He 
wished the Chair would again urge the senators that if they sign 
in to stay to the end. 
Holst said he would consider further steps if necessary. He 
then asked if there were further nominations? There were none; 
Professor Day (LAWS) was declared elected to the Patent and 
Copyright Committee. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:02 p.m. 
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